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ABSTRACT 

The primary, purpose of this study -was to develop a 
model for post-occupancy evaluation of a new school building and to 
field-test that model on a high school occupied two years before the 
evaluation. The evaluation model proposed to identify the general 
•objectives of a school building 'pro ject by means of a review of the 
educational specifications, to verify the validity of these 
objectives, and to identify and develop means to evaluate the' 
attainment of these objectives. The objectives evaluated were (1) 
provide core spaces for 900 pupils and, general instruction areas for 
700 to 800 pupils, (2) allow for improved educational ppportunities 
for pupils, (3) provide for flexible spaces, (4) utilize modern^ 
principles of design and provide a variety of sizes of instruction 
'Spaces, and (5) provide spaces that facilitate an innovative 
Curriculum. The instruments selected to aid in the appraisal of each 
stated objective are described, and the findings summarized in the 
body of the text. Tables and other data are contained in the 
appendixes. (MLF) 
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During the late I960' s the Board of -School Trustees of the Danville 
Coinnunity School Corporation Identified a need for a new hi^ school 
facility for the Danville conminity. The result of this perceived need 
wa'5 the planning and 'construction of a new high school building which vjas 
occupied in the fall of 1973. 

In the fa::;, of 1975 the Bureau of Schoql Services at Indiana State 
Ifriiverslty proposed to conduct a post-occupancy evaluation of the Danville 
Coimiunlty Hi^ School building. The purpose of this evaluation was to . 
appraise the relative effectiveness of the new facility in' accordance with 
its ability to satisfy the general objectives of the project stated in 
the educational specifications. These general objectives were found to be 
as follows: 

■ The new Danville Conniunlty Higja School facility should: 

1. Provide core spaces fosr- 900 pupils and general Instmctlon 
areas for 700 to 800 pipils V 

2. ' Allow for iirproved educational opportunities for pupils 

3. Provide for flexibility C'f' spaces 

4. Utilize inodem principles of design and provide a 'variety 
of sizes of instructional space's^ 

5. Provide spaces that facilitate an innovative curriculum 

The appropriateness and validity of each objective 'identified were re- 
viewed by the superintendent of Da3:::ville Cornmunlty School Corporation and. 
the principal of DanvJ.lle Conniunlty High School and were found to be con- 
sistent with their perceptions of the school corporation's Initial objectives 
far the new hl^ school facility. 



The advisability for post-occi:?)ancy evalmtlon studies of school 
buildings has been expressed on several occasions by the Council of Educa- 
tional Facility Planners and also by C. W. McGuffey in his nonograph 
entitled W^ - Mcdel for the Evaluation of Educational Bulldinp;s. ^ To 
determine the feaslblUty^of such a task of post-occi^ancy evaluation 
the authors initiated this project. After a thorough review of related 
literature, the instrunents described below were ascertained to be 
the TODst suitable n^ans for conducting this evaluation. Each, instrument 
was selected because of its ability to aid in the overall appraisal of 
how effectively each stated objective was being satisfied. 

Objective Nuniber 1: Pupil Capacity 
Pupil Enrollment. The first objective specified \ias to provide core 
' spaces for 900 pupils and general instruction areas for from 700 to 800 
pupils. One instrunenc used to evaluate this objective was a puplL.PPPU-__ 



lation projection. This projection made it possible to look, at the ap- 
propriateness of the number of instructional spaces that were planned for 
and constructed in the Danville Conmunity ikgh. School; building, in light 
of current and anticipated pupil enrollments. Data necessary for this 
pupil projection included six years, of enrollment history by grades, twelve 
years of county resident Uve births, arid six- years of corresponding first 
grade enrollemnts. The result of this Input was ten years of pupil pro- 
Jectioris "by grade levels as noted in Table I and Appendix A. 



1. McGiif fey, Carroll W. , MEEB; Model for the Evaluation of Educational 
. • Buildings , Sim?a-School ProJ ect , Chciago , 111 . 



TABLE I 

Current and Projected Future Pu^jil Enrollment for 
Danville Cortmunity Schools 
by Grade Groi;?)lngs, 1975-1985. 





Year 


1-6 


7-8 


• 9-12 


^tal 


1975 . 


843. 


344 


■ 631 ■ , 


1,818 


1976 ■ 

1977 

1978 

1979 

1980 


833 
822 
842 
829 
836 


• : 339 

374 
327 
305 
324 


679" 
690 
724 
■ 7-41 
. 695 


1,861 
- 1,886 ■ 
1,893 
1,875 
1,855 


1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 . 

1985 


845 
842 
839 
858 
882 


320 
343 
357 
.335 
310 


699 
668 
647 
689 
701 


1,864 
1,853 
1,843 
1,882 
■1,893 



The pupil enrollriBnt projection for Danville Cfcmrnunity Schools indicated 
tliat high school enrollmshts, grades 9-12, will peak at 7^1 pupils during 
the 1979-80 school year and will tend to level off at approxiniately 690 ^ ^ 
pupils for the first half of the next decade. 

Room and Pupil Station Utilization, A secaid instrument utilized to 
evaluate this objective was a study of room utilization in the high school, 
as detailed in Appendix B. Input for this study included the number of 
classrooiiB^ the room: number and room use, current pupil enrollments per 
period for each classroom, the- area in square feet of g^rieiiaL purpose class-- 
rooms, and the nuntoer of approved pupil stations in special purpose class- 
room. Ihe result of this study was an enumeration of the total current 
enrollnent per period, the maximum and functional capacities of the facility.^ 
the percentage of . current pupil station utilization pea?* period,, arid the 
percentage of current utilization of aach classroom. 



Acdbrdlng to accepted guidelines a room utilization of 85 percent Is 
reasonable and attainable for general puipcse classrooms, and a figure of. 75. 

r ' 

percent may be expected for special purpose classrooms. Percentages which 

V _ 

exceed these figures Indicate that sone rooms are" being inefficiently .. 

'utilized. Pupil station utilization for academic rooms should be ap- ,0. 

proximately 70 percent and that for special rooms should be approximately 55 

percent. ^ These percentages serve as the. basis for detenriiiing .functimal 

capacity of a school building. Percentages that are greater than these 

Indicate crowding, while those that are less Indicate an Inefficient use 

of space. o 

Olie room and pupil station utilization study of Danville Cc»iiiiunlty Hl^ 
School showed a maximum capacity of approximately 1,400 ptpils and a 
functional capacity of 785 pipils. The study also showed that during 
the 1975-76 school year Danville Ctoirmuhlty Hl^ School operated at 67 percent 
room utilization and 58. percent pupil station utilization for its general 
purpose classrooms and 67 percent roonjAlllzatlon and .44 percent pi?)il 
station utiiization for its special purpose classrooms. ,^ 

. A conparison between the functional capacity of Danville Comnunlty 
Hl^ School and the projected enrolimsnt reveals that the planners of this 
building were realistic In their perceptions of the number of pi^il stations 
- that should be provided, Althou^i room and pvpil station utilization 
percentages are sonfewhat low, the authors feel that these utilization 
• percenters are practical for a modem hl^ sciiool and result in significant 
flexibility in student scheduling, providing a definite potential ;for housing 
an unforeseon increase In the pvpil peculation. 
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School Plant Effectiveness. A 1?hlrd instrument used;-^o' appraise how 
well Objective Number 1 was achieved was "a school plant efCectiveness index. 
IMS index was devised by Dr. C. W. McGuffey of the University of Georgia 
to evaluate the efficiency of the service that a school plant can render 
over its Life span. WcGuffey's school plant effectiveness index- involves 
the calculation of four separate factors. • Ihe first factor-, called the 
instructional-space efficiency factor (Sg), is Slnpiy the relationship of 
total ixistructional space to the total space in the school plant compared 

\- :, ■ . ■ , 

to an acceptable standard. \ 

A review of the structural floor plan drawiiiss for DanylUe Ctonmmity 
High School resulted in the identincation of 114,799 square feet of in- 
structional space as caipared to the total space in the school plant . 
of 191,535 square feet. Ihe total instructional space was found to be 60 . 
percent of total space. A widely recognized criterion Is that instructional 
space should be 70 percent of total space. Ihus, the difference in the 
case of the Danville school between tho accepted criterion and the actual 
building is 10 percent. A space efficiency factor (Sg) of .90,., or "90 percent, 

is tte result. > - 

A second factor, called the productivity factor (P), is a measure of the 
school plant's contribution to producing hi^ school graduates ready to 
enter either college or the world of work. OMs factor relates the capa- * 
bility of the school plant to support and generate Adequate and appropriate 
educational programs and services for pi?)ils served by the school. Conpu- 
tations f or neasuring the productivity factor are noted in detail under the 
section of this 'report dealing with Cbjective Number 2. 
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. The. third factor In t4cGuffey' s school plant effectiveness Index Is 
called a cJvertlbliity factor (€0). TJds is defined ^' a measure of the 
extent to vMch a school plant .i_s._c^2lo^^^^ 

Instructional spaces. Ohe cooputation of the convertibility factor may be 
noted under the section bf this report dealing ^th Objective Number 3. . 

The fourth factor, called the classroom capacity factor (Cu) , Is a 
'neasure of the extent to «hich the sizes of class sections match classroom . 
capacities. Ohe classroom capacity factor, as computed In Appendix C to 
this report, was found to be .581 ur 58.1 percent. 
• olhe school plant effectiveness Index is expressed in the following fonnula: 



SE+2P + 2CO + CU 

SEEi = —r ■ 



Where: 



Se = the instructional-space efflcie^^^ factor, or .90 for Danville 
P = tte productivity factor, or .97 for Danville . - 

O) = the convertibility factor, or .875 for Danville \ 
« the classrooii capacity factor, or .581 for Danville 

^,1' .QO + 2(.97) + 2r.875) + .581 
SPET = — ■■ -g^ 

= .8618 

McGuffey's school plant effectiveness Index for the Danville Com- 
munity H101 School was determined to be .8618, or 86.18 percent. 

- Objective Nunioer 2: litproved Educational Opportunities 
A second objective Identified. In the educational specifications for 
the Danville hl^i school building was to Inprove the educational oppoiv 



tunlties £ov pupils aUtcndlng this ncv; school. Three approaches were used 

to determine the attainment of this objective, namely,- (1) an index of 

cu3?rlculum increase (Cj), (2) a productivity factor (P) which was referred-' 

to earlier, and (3) an index' of curriculum efficiency (Cg). 

" Curriculum Increase. The index of curriculum increase (Cj) is sinply 

a m2asure of the number of course offerings in the new school building (Qn) 

conpared to. the nuiriber of course offerings provided students in the old 

school (C^j) and is determined by the following formula: Pn-^d 

... " ^ . Ct = X 100, 

Danville Community High School showed a significant increase in cur- • 
rlculum offerings from its old to its new curriciolum. The curriculum in 
the old structure consisted of 70 course offerings while the total cur- . 
riciilum in the new facility consists of l60 course offerings. The index 
of curriculum increase is 128 .ST, that is, the number of course offerings 
is ^approximately 129 percent gresiBer than under the old curriculimi. 

Productivity. The productivity factor (P), a measure of the school 
plant's contribution to producing high school graduates ready to enter 
either college or the world of work]' was referred to eaiMier as a part 
of the school plant effectiveness index. Ihe productivity of the school 
plant . relates to its capability to generate and sipport adequate arid ap- 
propriate educational programs and services for the students whom the - 
school serves. The formula used to determi^ie the p2?oductivlty factor is 
expressed as follows: 

Where: " ' • , 

Ns==the number of . needed specialized piqpll stations • 

Es=the number *of existing specialized pupil statiais 

C =the total fXmctional pupil capacity of the school pliiiit 



.. . " The room and 'pupil stationVtilization sti;dy shown as Appendix B' 
served as the basis for determining the number of existing special purpose, 
pupil stations (Eg): in the new Panville high school. • TMs number is 465. 
IMS study also provided the. functional pupil capacity of the school 
plant (C) and was noted to be 785- A panel of curriculum experts2 conprlsed 
of Indiana State University faculty toured the new school plant ,, reviewed 
the "curricular offertogs and noted deficiencies in only two areas of J;he , 
new building, nanely, the vocational shop: and art programs. They identified 
the need for 21 additional specialized pupil stations (Ng) for art stuifents 

in th% new school. ^ . y .. 

■ 'i On the basis of these data the productivity factor for the Danville 

hlgji school was calculated as follows: 

. " . p - 1 -(486-^165) 

. - ' 785 • 

P = .9732, or 97.32 percent - 

.■ ' Curriculum Efficiency . Ihe curricul.um efficiency Index (Ce^ ^ 
reasure of the level of efficiency of the present curriculum in serving the 
current pupil population °as Treasured by the formula, = g^. The nurnber 
of course offering? in the present curriculum (Cn) was previously aetermined 
ta be 160. The panel of curriculum eitpsrts estimated the course capacity 
of the school (Cc) to be l69. 'Hie cftrriculum- efficiency index (C^) was 
deteiinined to be .947, or 94.7 -percent. ^ 

Objective Number 3 : Flexibility 
■ Ihe third objective identified was to provide for flexibility in the 
structural design of the new Danville' hlpji school building. Oiae attainment 
of this objective was-neasured by means of fTcGuf fey 's convertibility , factor. 



2see Appendix E . 
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•vMch was discussed In section dealing with ObjectlvepNuirber 2. The 
conputation of this factor Involves the' counting of what are' referred to 
as convertible conponents' and obsolete conponents. Convertible conpohentj 
are demountable/relocatable heating and air conditioning systems, re- 
locatable ^casewSf^ans^ cabinets,, relocatable modular ceilings, a modular 
structiire, rooflng/lnsulatlon, and acoustical flooring. Ct-solete coirr 
pohents are similarly defined as heating and air conditioning, lighting, 
acoustical celling, casework and Cciilnets, and acoustical flooring. These 

nuirbers ..were"^hen" placed Into the 'convertibility formula: , 

•No. of "convertible compo nents No. of obsolete components 

Convertibility =. \ — _ -L- — ~- 

8 ■ ■ • • , _ o 

The result of this calculation Is a neasure of the school's flexibility. 
The determination as to v*iether the defined building conponents were 

convertible or obsolete was made by. the project architect who was responsible 
' for the design of tte facility. It was his conclusion that seven of the 

eight ccxiponent^ were convertible and none were obsolete. It was deter- 

KTlned that rooflng/lnsulatlon was riot convertible. The resulting con- 
. vertlblllty factor was .875, or 87.5 percent. This 'number depicts a 

building which has significant structural flexibility. 

Objective I^imiber ^: Variety of Designed, 
•The fourth objective enumerated for the new Danville Conmunlty High ; 
School was. to -provide- modem principles of design and, for a variety of , 
sizes of Instructional spaces.' The attainment of this objective was deter- 
V. rained by the use of an. indei- of space variety . This taiex^(Vs) entails 
_ the counting of the nuntoer of small group areas (Ns) , the? nuntoer of lar^ 



group areas and the nurriber of regular classroom areas (%). Hiese , 

data are then substituted into the space variety formula: .. / 

^ Ns + Nl + % . 
The result of this computation Is a nfeasure of the variety in sizes of .. 
educational spaces in the new high school facility. 

The calculation of this index yellded a space var-iety fact or^f - 258 or • 
25.8 percent'. Although seemingly .?ni^l, an index of this size does indicate 
a facility which has a sigyiif leant vailety of Instructional, spaces conipared 

- * ,■ . ■ , ■ 

"to the average high .school facility , Over one-fourth of the instructional 
spaces in the new Danville high school can accommodate large or iiSl3>gCQups 
of pupils. ..Z-—-, 

Objective ^^urcber 5: PSsilit ate an innovative Curricl.^lum 
. Th; final major objective was tc> provide spaces in the new school that 
would' facilitate an innovative curriculum. - Hie attainment of thi-s -objective 
vras determined by msans of a questionnaire that was administered to . 177 
students, 2?-f^culty, and 4 administrators In the school." ^e questionnaire, 
was desl4ied to indicate, whethei? this nev; facility added or detracted from _ 
the currlcular program. A copy of the questionnaire is included as i^pendlx D 
to this report. " . . , ~ - " . » 

•••Fespond^ts -were asked to indicate the degree, on a five-point scale, 
to which they thou^t the school «bulldln^met the standard noted in each of 
the 30 statenpnts listed in* the questionnaire. These statements sougit to „ 
elicit responses concenning the _ aesthetics of the buildiiig; lifting and ; 



sound control; safety, security and the theimal envlronnent; and spaciousness 
and, function. Mean responses for each group to each area of concern are 
noted in Table II, 

Ttole. II 

Mean Responses to Questionnaire Items by 
Areas of Concern and for Total (3roups ' 



GrbuD Aesthetics 


Light irig" 
and Noise 


' Safety", Seciic'ity 
and Temperature 


^aclbusness" 
and Function 


Ttotal . 


Senior (S) 
Junior (J) 
Sophomore (So) 
Preshinan (P) 


3.345 
3. 

3.603 . 
'2.9o7 


3.369 
3.214 
3:448 
3.206 


3.488 
3.402 
3.552 
3.152 


3.332 
3.364 
3.538 
2.966 


3.383 
3.369 
3.564 
3.024 


F, So, & J 
F, So, J, & S 


3.330 
3.337 


3.284 
3.324 


3^355 
3.418 


3.284 
. 3.331 


3.300 
3.340 


Faculty Who 
Tau^t in Old 
Building (Pq) 


2.440 


2.778 


2,593 


2.778 


2.693 


Faculty Who ■ 
. Did Not Teach 
in Old Building 


0 

2.778 . 


3.156 


3.093" 


3.066 


'3.026 


Administration (A) 


2.500 


2.700 


.2.750 


2.609 


2.617 


Totals (N=208) , 


3.234 


3.274 


3.341 


3.270 


3.271 



The data to Table II shows seme differences between particular groups 
on their general appraisal of the Danville facility.. The freshmen students 
generally responded lower than the other- three grade groups to all aspects 
of the questionnaire; Sonei^iat surprisingly, the faculty who had tau^t 

the old Danville hl£^ school facility had a lower appraisal of the new 
facility than did faculty meirbers who wars new to the school. Even more • 



surprlslii&Ly, the lowest appraisal of all was recorded by the administration. 
However,, total iiean responses for all Iteins on the questionnaire ranged 

from a low of 2.617 for administrators to a hl^ of 3-56^ for sophomore stu- 
dents. This would indicate that administrators as- a g?x3up appraised the 
facility as ineeting all standards in the questionnaire items ftom a sli^t 
(2.0) to a moderate (3.0) degree, while sophomore students as a group ^ 
evaluated all items between a moderate (3.0) to a hi^ (4.0) degree. 

■The rean response for all 208 respondents for all 30 questions was 3.271 
above moderate degree (3-0) and bela. high degree (K.O). The mean response 
for all respondents to all items in the questionnaire concerning safety, 
security and thermal envlronmsnt vras 3-341 and was the bluest average re- 
. sponse among the four groups of questions noted in Table U. However, mean 
responses to the three other groups were not significantly different frSnT^- 
that for safety -and security, with the loviest being to aesthetics at 3.234. 

On the basis of these . responses it may be generally concluded that stu- 
dents, faculty and administrators occupying the new school are reasonably, 
satisfied,, from a moderate to a high degree, with/the faciUty as an 
envlronnent for learning. They are generally pleased to a mxierate or 
. higher degree with the aesthetics, lighting, safety and security, and 
function of the. building. , / ' 



- SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS . - , 

- . o \ • 

The prliimy puipose of tMs study, was to develop a mod^ 
occupancy evaluation of a new school building and to fleld-tebt that nodel. 
The evaluation madel developed by the authors proposed' to Identify the gen- 
eral objectives of a school building project by means of a review of the 
written educatiofial specifications, to verify the validity of these objec- 
tives with those personi^ who were primarily responsible for planning the 
building, and to identify and develop means to evaluate the attainment of 

these objectives. • 
In the fall of 1975 tlie Danville Conraunlty Schools agreed to allow the 
authors to field-test the proposed post-occupancy eva].uatiori model by applying 
.the model to the' Danville Conim^ilty HLgh^ School. Plve general objectives for 
-this -school building were identified In the review of the educational specifi- 
cations, and were validated by the administrators responsible for planning this 
faclUty. A brief suimary of the findings and conclusions with respect to • 
each of these objectives is enumerated below: 

Objective Nurber 1: To provide core spaces for 900 pupils and 
general instructional spaces for 700 to 800 pupils. 

Findings: The functional pupil capacity of the new building 
is 7B5V A total of 1,400 pupil stations are provided in this <^ 
school. Current pupil enrollments total 631 students a^^ 
Jected pi«)il enrollments indicate a peak of 741 students in 
1979. Current room utilization is 67 percent for. both.^n- .- 
eral purpose and special purpose 3?ooms. . Pupil station utili- 
zation is 38 percent- for gsneral purpose spaces and 44 per- 
cent for special purpose spaces. One special purpose space 
' has i^eached and exceeded functional utilization ^andlca^aclty. 
This is the "space dedicated for Art instruction. 



Ihe school plant effectiveness index of this building is 
86.16 percent as measured by the follovdng: 

• (1) the instructional space efficiency factor is 90 percent 

(2) the productivity, factor is 97 percent 

(3) the convertibility factor is 87.5 percent, and 

(4) . the classroom capacity factor is 58. 1 -percent 

Conclusions : Ihe new Danville high school building has a func- 
tional capacity greater than current enrollments as noted by the 
classroom capactiy factor of 58.1 percent and the room and ptpil 
station utilization data previously stated. These percentages 
vd.ll increase as enrollments continue to increase. 

Ihe: planners did achieve Objective Number t by constructing 

a buildtog with a functional capacity of 785 students.. They under- 
estimated the student demand for Art instruction. 

Objective i'luLDer 2: To allow for inproved educational opportunities 
for pupils. 

Findings : The curricular offerings in the new building in- 
. creased by 90 courses over those offered in the old building, 
an increase of 129 percent. The curriculum efficiency index 
in the] new building is 9^.7 percent and the productivity factor 
is 97.32 percent. A total of 21 additional pipil stations for 
Art instruction is needed in the new building. 

Conclusions : The facility has significantly, provided for im- 
proved [educational opportunities for pupils. The only restriction 
identified wa?: d;" the area dedicated for Art Instruction. 

Objective Number 3: fb provide for flexibility of spaces. _ 



Finding : The convertibility factor of structural coniJonents of 
the new\building was calculated to be 87.5 percent. . There are 
no obsolete conponents and only one (roofing/insulation) non- 
convertible conponent. ., ' 

Conclusion: This building is very flexible and will allow for 



percent.' This index indicates that over one-fourth of the spaces 
in this building -"deviate from the nom. The aesthetics of the 
new building were evaluated by the occupants at 3-234 on a five- 
'\ point scale, which indicates that current occupants believe that 
the design goals have. been achieved from a moderate to hi^ degree. 
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Conclusions: A variety of spaces have been constructed in the 
new Danville high school and moderh principles of desigi were 
utilized. 

Objectti^ NurriDer 5: To provide spaces that l-aallltaLe axvir^vativo 
curriculum. 

Plndinra: ' The curr-enb occupants evaluated the building as facil- 
itating the educational progr-aia ftom a medium to high degree. 
Numerically they evaluated the. facility 3-271 on a five-point 
scale. 

• . Conclusion : Ihe occupants generally agree that the new building 
f acilitites the . curricular program. 
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Appendix D 

EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE TO SURVEY OPINIONS 
OP SIUDENTS,, TEACHERS, AND AI^IINISTRATORS 



Oieck the appropriate iafonriatiorl: 

Tteacher • ^ Student . . AdmlnistiTator 

If teacher, did you teach in the old Danville High School?. 

.Yes 'No 



If' student, what class are you now in? 



PreshiTBn ■ Sophomore Junior Senior 



Please Indicate your response to each of the following items by circling 
the appropriate nuniber v*iich best represents the degree to. which you think;^-^ 
your school building msets each standard that is stated. The five points 
on the scale are Interpreted as follows: 

: 5. Extrerrely high degree 

4. High degree 

■ 3. Moderate degree ' - 

2. Slight degree 

' • 1. No degree - ' * ' 

1. This building has an attractive interior. 5 ^ 3 2 1 

^. This building is. clean and sanitary. - 5 ^ ,3 2 1 

3. Thls,bulldlng provides adequately for the educational 

program. 5^321. 

4. This building stimulates teacher cooperation. 5 4 3 2 1 

5. Ihe heating and air-conditioning systems provide for . 

a comfortable environment. * 5 4 3 2 1. 

6. This building contributes to a student *s feeling of ^ 
belonging. 5^3 2 r 

7. Classroom lighting is "adequate. / , ' 5 ^ 3 2 1 

8. . This building enhances learning activities. . 5 ^ 3^ 2 1 
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9. There Is adequate space, for all Instructional programs. 5 ^ 

10. ' Ihis building msets the needs of both students and 

faculty. , ' : 5 . 4 

11;. This building encourages better ptpil attitudes. ^ 5 ^ 

12.' This building is a pleasant place to \i[ork.- ^ 5 ^ 

13.,, This building increases the involventenit of pupils 

Z"- vdth each other. ' ' \ . -S ' 4. 

14. This building conveys a bright and cheery atmosphere. " 5 ^ 

15. 'The space in this building Is used effLcleritly. ' / 5 ^ 

16.. Students have plenty of space to work in thSlr ■ ii 

classrooms. • . 5. ^ 

'17. "Students feel safe and secure in this building, , 5 ^ 

18. lAttle confixsion is, caused in classes £^ students . 

move througjiout .the building. * . 5 ^ 

19. Students can hgar clearly in their cl&ssrooms. 5 ^ ^ 

20. This buildtag inproves student; feelings about • 

school. ' ; 5 ^ 

21. The colors in this building are pleasant. • .' 5 U\ 

22. This building is quiet.* 5 4 

23. The quality of the facilities available con- ■ , 
tribute to the success experienced in the school. 5 4 

24. . It is easy to rearrange spaces in all classrooms. ^5 4 

25. This building conveys a comfortable feeling. 5 4 

26. Writing on the chaIl<boards is easy for student^ ^ 
to see. . ■ . • ; 

27. There is adequate space for students to 'socialize, 5 4 

28. The library is canven|ently located. . - 

29. • The large open areas provide a comfortable atmosphere. 5 4 

30. Student work and stidy areas are c^ 

for easy use and adequate teacher control. 5 4 
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Appendix E . 

■.. Sincere appreciation is extended to the following people who gave 
-of themselves to conprise the panel of experts that examined Danville 
High School: ^ 

. Chris Buethes Ed.D. , Chairman, Department of Secondary Education and Pro- 
fessor of Education, Indiana State University. 

■ » • ■ 

David T. Turney; EdD.-, Dean, School of Education and Professor of Educa- 
-■ t ion, Indiana State IMverslty • 

Tom C/ Venable; Hi.D., Chairman^ Assistant Dean for Graduate Studies, 
School of Education and Professor of Education, Indiana State 
IM.versity. . 

■ Robert 0. Williamsj Ph.D. , Associate Professor of :^ucation, Indiana . 
State IW-verslty. 



